REMARKS: 

In response to the Office Action mailed on August 8, 2006 Applicant wishes to enter 
the following remarks for the Examiner's consideration. 

Claim Rejections 35 (JSC 102 

Claims 1-5, 13-14, 21, 27-30 and 35-38 are rejected under 35 USC 102 (e) as being 
anticipated by Chapman et al., US Patent No. 6,150,940. Applicant respectfully 
traverses this rejection of the claims. 

This rejection is improper because, as will be shown, the Chapman reference does 
not contain every element and limitation as contained in and arranged as recited in 
the claims. Contrary to the Examiner's statement that all elements are disclosed in 
the Chapman reference, many of the elements are not, as discussed below; the 
rejection is thus unsupported by the art and should be withdrawn. The Examiner is 
respectfully directed to MPEP §2131 which provides in part: 

"A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim 
is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art 
reference." Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 
2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987).... "The identical invention must be 
shown in as complete detail as is contained in the ... claim." Richardson v. 
Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236, 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 
1989). The elements must be arranged as required by the claim, but this is 
not an ipsissimis verbis test, i.e., identity of terminology is not required. In re 
Bond, 910 F.2d 831, 15 USPQ2d 1566 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 

The measurement device of independent claims 1,13 and 27 recite "a measurement 
circuit," "a current measurement circuit", "measurement means", respectively. The 
intelligence module of independent claim 21 recites "at least one measurement 
circuit" and the independent method claim 35 recites "at a measurement circuit..." 
Nowhere does the Chapman et al. reference disclose, teach, or otherwise anticipate 
a measurement circuit structure or operation, and in fact teaches away from a 
measurement circuit (an electrical circuit) by teaching the use of a mechanical 
sensor. Optical or acoustic distance sensors are discussed but cited as having 
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disadvantages of consuming too much power when compared to "passive 
mechanical sensors." It is thus taught that mechanical sensors are preferred. 
Please refer to column 4, lines 46-57, for instance. 

Please additionally consider the following: The passage referenced by the examiner 
in the rejection of claim 1, column 4, lines 27-45, of Chapman, mentions sensors 
"which sense either that a plugged-in cord has been unplugged from the receptacle, 
or that the electrical device has been unplugged from..." (column 4, lines 34-37). 
Chapman considers a voltage measurement unreliable for sensors (column 4, lines 
43-45). Chapman specifically defines the nature of the sensors as being mechanical 
(column 4, lines 55-57). All sensors identified by Chapman rely upon mechanical 
motion for operation. Chapman points out that there are many other mechanical 
sensors which may be utilized (column 5, lines 47-50). By contrast the present 
invention utilizes solid state sensors with no moving parts, as reflected in the 
language "measurement circuit" or the like reflected in the claims. 

Regarding claim 1 , element two of this claim specifies a measurement "circuit" which 
of course would not be anticipated by a mechanical sensor. And, as discussed 
above, column 4, lines 27-45, refer to sensors that are capable of mechanical 
sensing, such as sensing when a cord or device has become unplugged. Moreover, 
column 6, lines 1-5 of Chapman discuss the activation of an alarm after receiving an 
alarm signal from the sensor. Chapman describes elsewhere how mechanically 
actuated sensors trip a microswitch to initiate an alarm signal. The mechanically 
actuated sensor is not a circuit, as pointed out above, and for this reason is not the 
same as the second element of claim 1 . 

With regard to claim 2, this claim depends from claim 1 , which has been shown to 
be patentably distinct over the Chapman et al. reference. This claim likewise makes 
reference to the measurement circuit, which, as discussed above, is not taught, 
disclosed or anticipated by the Chapman et al. reference. Moreover, while column 
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4, lines 27-36, does reference male plug 16 and female socket 18, there is no 
teaching of a measurement circuit "embedded within either the male plug end or the 
female receptacle end" as recited in the claims. 

With regard to claim 3, this claim depends from claim 1 which has been shown to be 
patentably distinct over the Chapman reference. And, similarly to claim 2, this claim 
recites the measurement circuit and in particular where it is situated between the 
male plug end and the female receptacle end. Again, column 4, lines 27-36, do not 
teach, disclose or anticipate this feature of the claims. Moreover, Fig 1 of Chapman 
does not even show the mechanical sensors of Chapman. In Fig 1 16 and 18 are 
plug or socket (col 4 lines 13-15), and 24 and 26 are identified as control systems 
which are coupled to sensors, but the sensors are not shown in Fig 1 . Even if they 
were, they are mechanically operated sensors and are not equivalent to the 
"measurement circuit" required by claim 3. Column 4, lines 27-36, of Chapman says 
"closely associated with each of male plug 16 and female socket 18 are sensors..." 
(col 4 lines 33-34), whereas claim 3 recites "the measurement circuit is situated 
between the male plug end and the female receptacle end.". This requirement of 
claim 3 is obviously not met by Chapman. And even if it were, a mechanical sensor 
is not a measurement circuit. 

With regard to claim 4, this claim depends from claim 1 which has been shown to be 
patentably distinct over the Chapman reference for failing to teach or disclose the 
measurement circuit. Additionally, it has been discussed that Chapman prefers 
"passive mechanical sensors" and thus actually teaches away from measuring one 
of current and voltage as recited in the claims. Furthermore, please consider that 
column 4, lines 42-45, of Chapman discusses checking for AC level but does not 
disclose how it would be done. It could be done by some mechanical apparatus, but 
Chapman does not say. It cannot be assumed to be a measurement circuit since 
Chapman does not discuss any kind of circuit. As a matter of fact, Chapman says 
the sensors must be somewhat more sophisticated in nature than simple electrical 
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detectors (col 4 lines 45-46), and elsewhere specifies that the sensors are 
mechanical devices (col 4 lines 55-57). 

With regard to claim 5, this claim also depends from claim 1 which is believed to be 
patentably distinct over the cited reference. Moreover, while column 4, lines 15-17, 
of Chapman mentions an "electrical device", this is a piece of equipment that 
receives power and has nothing to do with the measurement circuit recited in claim 
5. 

Regarding claim 13, please reference the discussion above in connection with 
claims 1 and 4. Again, Chapman does not teach, disclose or anticipate the 
"measurement circuit" of the claim. 

With regard to claim 14, please reference the discussion above in connection with 
claim 4. Moreover, this claim depends from claim 13 which is believed to have been 
shown to be patentably distinct. 

Regarding claim 21, this claim recites an intelligence module for a measurement 
device for an electrical apparatus. As discussed above with regard to claims 1 and 
13, the Chapman reference does not teach, disclose or otherwise anticipate the "at 
least one measurement circuit embedded within an electrical cord" language of the 
claim. Furthermore, it is noted that column 6, lines 37-41 , do not teach the use of an 
analog to digital converter, and indeed a ADC is not even mentioned in this passage. 
Rather, the use of microcontrollers to monitor received signals from microswitches is 
discussed. 

With regard to claim 27, this claim recites "measurement means embedded within 
the power cord for measuring a parameter of the electrical energy supplied to the 
electrical device". As described above, the Chapman reference fails to teach or 
disclose a measurement circuit or other means embedded within the power cord to 
measure an electrical parameter. Please refer again to the discussion, above, of the 
use in Chapman of simple mechanical sensors for sensing when the plug or socket 
is not plugged in to its connector, for instance. 
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With regard to claim 35, the elements of this method claim are not taught, disclosed 
or otherwise anticipated by the Chapman reference. Importantly, Chapman does 
not teach or disclose a measurement circuit embedded within a power cord operable 
to provide power or that the measurement circuit is operable to measure a 
parameter. Please refer to the discussions above in connection with the previous 
independent claims. 

With regard to claims 28-30 and 36-38, please refer to the discussion above of 
claims 2-4. Moreover, it is noted that these claims depend from independent claims 
27 and 35 which are believed to be patentable over the Chapman reference 

In light of the above arguments, Applicant asserts that the use of the Chapman 
reference in a 102 rejection is fundamentally flawed. The Chapman reference does 
not teach, suggest, anticipate or disclose recitations of Applicant's independent 
claims, as explained above. Reconsideration and allowance of Applicants claims 
are therefore requested at the Examiner's earliest convenience. Although additional 
arguments could be made for the patentability of each of these claims, such 
arguments are believed unnecessary in view of the above discussion. The 
undersigned wishes to make it clear that not making such arguments at this time 
should not be construed as a concession or admission to any statement in the Office 
Action. 

Claim Rejections 35 USC §103 

Claims 6-12, 15-20, 22-26, 31-34 and 39-52 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Chapman et al. in view of Fischer et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,963,285). Applicant respectfully traverses these rejections of the claims. 

Applicant respectfully submits that these claims, with the exception of claim 43, 
depend from independent claims which have been shown to be patentably distinct 
over the Chapman reference. As these claims inherit the recitations of their 
respective base claims, it is submitted that these claims too define patentable 
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subject matter. It is further noted that the combination of Chapman with Fischer et 
al. fails to cure the underlying defects noted with the Chapman reference. 

Although additional arguments could be made for the patentability of each of these 
claims, such arguments are believed unnecessary in view of the above discussion. 
The undersigned wishes to make it clear that not making such arguments at this 
time should not be construed as a concession or admission to any statement in the 
Office Action. 

The Examiner is cordially invited to contact the undersigned if there are any 
questions regarding this response or application. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Kenee' Michelle Leveque 
Registration No. 36,193 
Leveque IP Law, P.C. 
221 East Church Street 
Frederick, MD 21701 
Phone (301)668-3073 
Fax (301)668-3074 



Dated: October 31, 2006 
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